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Chairman Kelly and members of the committee:

We're here today to offer our reaction to HB 5526, which would enact A-F letter grades and other
rankings for public school accountability as well as create a new commission to oversee the process.
Unfortunately, seen from a parent perspective, this bill would make it harder rather than easier for parents
and local community members to oversee and improve their local public schools. It would, in fact, have

the effect of removing parent voice from the process.

Michigan Parents for Schools, along with many other organizations, participated in the work
groups created by the Michigan Department of Education to flesh out the new accountability measures
required under the federal ESSA act. The result, including the new parent transparency dashboard, is
inevitably imperfect but it does meet many of the criteria parent groups had insisted upon. The dashboard
and the accountability system behind it does represent a major step forward in giving parents and
community members the information we need to understand what is going on in our schools, to make
decisions for our own families, and to work with our locally elected school board trustees to improve our
schools. Combined with the new “partnership districts” program, which strongly resembles our own
“parent proposal” for aiding troubled schools, the system developed by MDE - after considerable
stakeholder engagement - allows for a more sensible and meaningful system of school improvement and
accountability than Michigan has had in the past. Perhaps most importantly, it allows for continuous
improvement and adjustment of the system itself, within the limits imposed by federal law.

Sadly, the same cannot be said of HB 5526. This legislation would hard-code into statute a much
more restrictive set of criteria for evaluating schools, require misleadingly simple “letter grades™ to judge
petformance rather than letting parents see the informartion for themselves, and would create a polirically-
appointed commission to decide for us what information is worth taking seriously. (We note that no
parent or other community stakeholders are included on the commission, and that requirements for public
input are vague at best.)

Parents, however, don’t need oversimplified labels. We need real information, in context, that
allows us to make decisions and to hold our elected officials accountable. Parents were not confused by the
previous color coding system for rating schools because we did not understand the meaning of red, yellow
and green. The confusion stemmed from the fact that the ratings assigned to our schools ofien differed
wildly from what we knew to be true. The problem was not in the colors but in the “business rules” that
lay behind them, which were hard to find, opaque, and produced results that did not align with the top
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concerns of most parents and community members. The strength of the MDE dashboard is that it offers
us the underlying informarion directly; HB 5526 would exchange that strength for yet another opaque set
of ratings. (The bill does not create a single summative measure, though some have called for that. Such a
single rating would only make the situation worse.)

There is nothing magical about an A-F letter grading system. Despite earlier testimony, the fact
remains that states which have adopted letter grade ratings do not in general have becter test resules than
Michigan. As the attached table shows, with illustrations from scores on the 8th grade NAEP exams, the
majority of states with A-F systems have average scores that are (statistically) the same as or lower than
Michigan’s. In two of the three subject areas, only one or two of those states perform better than
Michigan. In all three subjects, only one of the top ten states uses A-F ratings.

Chairman Kelly, in your introductory remarks about your bill, you said you had concluded that
the two factors responsible for Michigan’s mediocre test score performance were governance and
accountability. We respectfully argue that you have misdiagnosed the problem. From our point of view,
the most important underlying issues are growing child poverty and schools thar are under-resourced

compared with more successful states.

It is widely understood that student poverty is correlated with lower test scores; for an illustration,
please see the artached analysis we performed a few years ago of the relationship between school building
MEAP scores and the percentage of economically disadvantaged students in those schools. Moreover,
Michigan has the dubious distinction of having gone from below the national average for child poverty to
substantially above it, especially in the years just following the Great Recession. (Please see attached chart.)

Children born in 2010, just as child poverty was reaching its peak, are now in second grade and will start
taking the M-STEP test next year.

At the same time, Michigan fell behind other states in the investment we were willing to make into
K-12 public education. In the final chart, you can see that Michigan had once been above the national
average in 8th grade NAEP math scores, when we ranked tenth in the nation in spending per pupil. As our
spending rank fell dramarically, we also fell behind the national average in NAEP scores (8th grade math is
an illustration, the pattern repeats in other grades and subjects). For the last several years, our per pupil
spending levels put us at 26th in the nation. It is worth noting, as seen in the earlier table, that the vast
majority of states getting top ten NAEP scores rank higher than Michigan in spending per pupil.

Labeling schools and assigning arbitrary letter grades will not improve schools which are currentdy
struggling. Adequate resources, provided by a revamped funding formula, and policies which focus on
addressing the problems our schools face, offer the best chance of providing every child in Michigan with
an excellent education. Giving parents and citizens actionable information about the strengths and
weaknesses of our local schools, so that we can press for needed improvements, is central to this effort.

Respectfully,
Steven ]. Norton, executive director
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Michigan and 13 A-F school grading states, comparative 8th Grade NAEP scores, 2015

# of top 10
# of A-F states | # of A-F states states which
Ml score statistically statistically | # of A-F states | # of A-F states [spend more per

igher than MI| same as MI lower than Mi ppl than MI

Note: Louisiana {an A-F state) did not have results in the 2015 NAEP science test.

Source: For scores, USED National Center for Education Statistics, NAEP 2015 assessments.
For spending, MIPFS calculations from data in USED NCES, Digest of Education Stotistics , latest data tables.
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Poverty and average MEAP scale scores, by school building, 2011

Grade 3, math Grade 3, reading
%1 Prob > F = 0.0000 Prob > F = 0.0000
Adj R-squared = 0.5403 U Adj R-squared = 0.6360
&
g
&
L
0 2 4 8 B 10 2 a 6 8 1
Propartion of students qualifying for fres or reduced price lunch
Grade 5, math Grade 5, reading
g Prob > F = 0.0000 Prob > F = 0.0000
¢ Adj R-squared = 0.5683 Adj R-squared = 0.6913
~ 2
8
8
i
]
3 &
0 2 4 8 2 10 2 4 & 8 1
Proportion of students qualifying for free or reduced price lunch
Grade 8, math Grada B, reading
§ T * .
g3
]
&
fs o _
Prob > F = 0.0000 . )Y Prob>F=0.0000
Adj R-squared = 0.6547 ) : Adj R-squared = 0.6868
0 2 4 B 8 10 2 4 1 B 1

Proportion of students qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch

MI Parents for Schools www.mipfs.org November 2012



8T/p1/T Ao sydjw//:dny S|00Y2S Jo} SudIed |

Ay
R R S S R W WP T ) 4 L LA A A A x,
IS S T i s oa & % % % S 4 F \° o°
G NN EE S S gV &Y & & E 3 0
e &SNS e E S S S .oa S F F F E Fd & v
087 - 1 1 1 1 1 ' - D
H EHE || ||
Sa|0Id €IS dIVN PUE BIRQ JO 210D UOWILLOD SISHEIS
4 uonean Joj Joju PUOREN ‘UoieINn O JOo @no
P EEE 9 nesanp3 Joj J33ua7) |euoneN ‘uoneanp3 Jo 1dag sn S

=2
o~

e

- & 1] HARER
ovZ - 124 ; . - ST
"o | |
052 = S % - S M Loz
8T _ ﬁ
Bl | |
ot st _
ST
1

2

>

m

-

Iy

o

&

> -]

3

= _

: |

3 : !

W 092 . _“ 1 = . 1
- UES Y N e _ _ _ ! | &

m 21Gnd gne=tm E B B & H

@ B | | _
m yues Suipuads j1dnd Jag c.n ot ”
B 02 B | . o
i 6
Q

(]

idnd sad Sujpuads suoneiado [ooyds uo yues eys uePIN

"521035 3Jeds Yiel 8 apess divN
pue yuea Suipuads jidnd 1ad zT-) uesiymnl

06z 0




